September 17, 1976. ward Bok of Ladies Home Journal. At the same time, however, a powerful opposition to a pure food and drug bill was crystalizing; it included the Proprietary Association of America, the meat packers, and sympathetic Congressmen.
Conditions were right for a campaign in support of food and drug standards after 1902. Progressive fervor was being generated; the results of Wiley's investigations on the health effects of preservatives were being published, and the administration of food-control responsibilities was now assigned to the Bureau of Chemistry. In 1904, a forum for leaders of the pure food and drug movement was provided at the Louisiana Purchase Exposition by the National Association of State Dairy and Foods Departments. 5 The exposition, supported by members of the Association who were food manufacturers and distributors, was also attended by scientists and control officials who aroused national interest with their adulteration exhibits. The public became excited, and this reaction frightened manufacturers, furtherjelling opposition in industry as well as in Congress Wilson and Roosevelt agreed it was unwise to call upon the Bureau of Animal Industry to investigate the matter, as the public was critical of its inspection methods. Therefore, they sought two men having no official contact with the Department of Agriculture: Charles P. Neill, United States labor commissioner, and James Bronson Reynolds, New York reformer. Neill and Reynolds requested Sinclair accompany them to Chicago but, unable to do so, Sinclair sent Mrs. Ella Reeve Bloor (a socialist from New Jersey) as his representative.
The plan for an investigation did not, however, remain secret very long. Packers quickly proceeded to clean up their factories before the investigators arrived, and were prepared to promise anything. "The controversy started at once," Sinclair recalled.7 On behalf of the packers, J. Ogden Armour wrote, in a series of articles in the Saturday Evening Post, that his products were blemish-free. Yet Sinclair gathered proof in a companion piece to the series (published in Everybody's Magazine) that Armour's workers had been bribed into silence, and that he had "court records of many pleas of guilty that Mr. Armour and his associates had entered in various states to the charge of selling adulterated meat products." 7 Neill and Reynolds were able to obtain evidence of everything charged. "There was enough to make a terrific story if it got into the newspapers," wrote Sinclair,7 and that was exactly what Roosevelt did not want. It was a repugnant report of dirt, disease, and negligence in the poorly ventilated meat factories, of tuberculosis among workers, and extraneous material in products. Roosevelt advised Sinclair to remain silent concerning the investigation, insisting he "'cannot afford to be hurried any more than I can afford to be stopped from making the investigation; it may take months before we can get a really satisfactory statement." 9 Sinclair was impatient. Reviews of The Jungle had been unfavorable. The country was engrossed in fiction about New York Society (Glasgow, The Wheel of Life; Wharton, The House of Mirth), in mystery (Nicholson, The House of 1000 Candles), and in love and marriage in the old South (Wister, Lady Baltimore). A book of blood, viscera, and socialism held no place among these best-sellers. The first reviews of The Jungle ranged from distaste and contempt to bare tolerance. Outlook described the book as "hysterical. "'0 " Mr. Sinclair's literary success was that he turned everybody's stomach," wrote the Independent." "It is a queer document of Socialist propaganda," said Edward Marsh ofBookman, "and there is too much of it to be wholly true."'2 Sinclair's book was not being purchased, and he could no longer afford to remain silent. He wrote the New York Times of Mrs. Bloor's mission to Chicago with Neill and Reynolds, and "the whole story was on the front page the next day."7 The public demanded release of the report, and Roosevelt was eventually forced to disclose its contents. Admitting the situation was "hideous," the President desired to withhold the report as he feared disclosure would result in damage not to the packers but to the innocent stock growers, and that the country's export trade in meat would be ruined. In addition, beef packers promised that if he did not release the report, they would right their wrongs. 9 Congress insisted upon receiving the report,9 and newspapers clamored for excerpts. Complaining packers replied that Neill and Reynolds were merely shocked by the sight of blood, and accused Roosevelt of hostility remaining from his failure as a cattleman in Medora in 1886.
The Neill-Reynolds investigation was disclosed in May, after Sinclair's letter to the New York Times had been published nationally. The Jungle quickly became the sixth most popular novel in the country and leaped to first place in a few weeks. Reviews turned abruptly from disdain to praise and sanction. Critics did not discuss the literary value of the book as much as "its importance as an exposure of abuses in the stockyards and packing houses of Chicago."''3 (Interestingly, less than a dozen pages of the rather lengthy book dealt with this.) Saturday Review, Spectator, Review ofReviews, and the New York Times published overwhelming praise in May and June. The New York Evening World wrote, "Not since Byron awoke one morning to find himself famous has there been such an example of worldwide fame won in a day by a book as has come to Upton Sinclair." 14 However, Roosevelt's support of the measure remains uncertain. Muckrakers were regarded with reserve by the President, as they generally alarmed him. He felt they could "do nothing effective," as they lacked intelligence; some were "Socialists . . . some are merely lurid sensationalists; but they are all building up a revolutionary feeling."9 Roosevelt regarded "the growth of the Socialistic party in this country" as being "far more ominous than any populist or similar movement in the past."9 As Wiley discovered in the first few months of Roosevelt's administration, the best way to incur Presidential opposition was to "(run) afoul of his good will."4 Sinclair was most successful at this. Although the relationship between them was one of great civility at first, it deteriorated as the fight for the Pure Food and Drugs Bill continued.
The Jungle enjoyed fame, and Upton Sinclair became suddenly wealthy. In the early autumn the book was re-examined by critics for its literary value. Sinclair was accused by the New York Evening Post of "exulting in misery" and "hating the comfortable class." The Independent used the term "flyblowing" to describe Sinclair's talents, and felt his choice of materials smacked of decadence. The Jungle was compared to Zola's writing by many reviewers, in that both were two-phased: one phase the photography of sewage, and the second an element of social reform. "The story is told without any attempt to point a moral," it was written in Athenaeum, "but it degenerates into a Socialist argument, and thus loses a good deal of its artistic merit."'5 Although The Jungle receded from the best-seller list by the fall, its popularity was difficult to destroy. Sinclair wrote, " 'Fame' meant that newspapers and magazines would print a little bit of what I wanted to say."7 Because Sinclair had not been defeated in the struggle to preserve The Jungle as it was originally written, he became intemationally recognized as a fighter for pure food and drugs standards. This initial fame aided him in his later career, as he continued to write exposes (e.g., King Coal, 1917, an investigation of the 1913 Colorado coal strike; Oil, 1927, a probe of the Harding administration's oil scandals), idealistic works calling for social reform, and several plays. He ended his activity in the Socialist party after being narrowly defeated for governor of California in 1934, and went on to complete more than 80 books including Dragon's Teeth, for which he received the 1943 Pulitzer Prize.
